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DETAILED ACTION 

Acknowledgment is made of the receipt and entry of the amendment filed on 
January 10, 2007 with the addition of newly submitted Claims 63-69. 

The text of those sections of Title 35 U.S. Code not included in this action can be 
found in a prior Office action. 

Response to Arguments 
i Election/Restrictions 
Newly submitted claims 64-69 is directed to an invention that is independent or 
distinct from the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: The originally 
presented claims were directed to a composition comprising a glucosamine component 
base and at least one nutrient component, wherein the glucosamine component is in an 
effective amount such that when administered to a mammal, the nutraceutical 
composition is effective to improve fertility, whereas the invention of Claims 64-68 are 
directed to a nutraceutical composition comprising a glucosamine component and at 
least one nutrient component, wherein the glucosamine component and the at least one 
nutrient component are in an effective proportion and an effective amount such that, 
when administered to a mammal, the nutraceutical composition is effective to improve 
fertility; and, whereas the invention of Claim 69 is directed to a nutraceutical 
composition comprising a glucosamine component and at least two nutrient 
components selected from a group consisting of an oil cake component, an acid 
component, a mineral component, a vitamin component, and a functional food 
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component; wherein the glucosamine component and the at least two nutrient 
components are in effective proportion and effective amount such that, when 
administered to a mammal, the nutraceutical composition is effective to improve fertility. 

The several inventions above are independent and distinct, each from the 
other. They have acquired a separate status in the art as a separate subject for 
inventive effect and require independent searches (as indicated by the different 
classification). The search for each of the above inventions is not co-extensive 
particularly with regard to the literature search. Further a reference which would 
anticipate the invention of one group would riot necessarily anticipate or even make 
obvious another group. Finally, the consideration for patentability is different in each 
case. Thus, it would be an undue burden to examine all of the above inventions in one 
application. 

Since Applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented 
invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for 
prosecution on the merits. Accordingly, claims 64-69 are withdrawn from consideration 
as being directed to a non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 1.142(b) and MPEP § 
821.03. 

Claims 18-21 and 46-63 are under examination. 

1 Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 1 1 2 

Claims 50-63, as amended, remain/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
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subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. Newly applied as necessitated 
by amendment. 

Claim 50 fails to further limit the subject matter of Claim 18 from which the claim 
depends because the instantly claimed subject matter of Claim 18 already comprises a 
nutrient component. 

The metes and bounds of Claim 53 are rendered uncertain by the phrase 
"wherein said acid component is ascorbic acid, least one derivative thereof, lipoic acid, 
or dihydrolipoic acid" because it is unclear as to whether the acid component must 
comprise both ascorbic acid and at least one derivative thereof or either of the other, 
since the recitation of the claim is not set forth in terms of the alternative, with regard to 
the claim limitation of lipoic acid or dihydrophilic lipoic acid which follow the recitation of 
the aforementioned phrase. The lack of clarity renders the claim ambiguous. 

Claim 58 recites the limitation "the selected nutrient component" in line 1 to line 
2. There is a lack of sufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claims 58, 60 and 61 remain rejected because the claims recite the abbreviation 
"pbw". Abbreviations in the first instance of claims should be expanded upon with the 
abbreviation indication in parentheses. The abbreviations can be used thereafter. 
Applicant may overcome the rejection by replacing the abbreviation with parts by weight 
(pbw) . 

All other cited claims depend directly or indirectly from rejected claims and are, 
therefore, also, rejected under U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph for the reasons set forth 
above. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

Claims 18-21 and 46-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 

anticipated by Rovati (A*) and Schleck et al. (B*). Claim 50 newly applied, as 

i 

necessitated by amendment. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but 
found unpersuasive. The rejection remains the same for the reason set forth in the 
previous Office action and for the reason set forth below. 

Applicant claims a nutraceutical composition comprising a glucosamine 
component base and at least one nutrient component, wherein the glucosamine 
component is in an effective amount such that when administered to a mammal the 
nutraceutical composition is effective to improve fertility. 

Applicant argues that Rovati fails to anticipate the instantly claimed invention 
because the teachings of Rovati are directed to process for generating pure 

glucosamine sulphate and glucosamine hydroiodide. Applicant further argues that 

t 

Rovati does not disclose a nutraceutical composition wherein the glucosamine is in an 
effective amount to improve fertility and that Rovati does not disclose that the 
glucosamine forms the base of the formulation with at least one nutrient component. 
Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but not found persuasive because 
Rovati teaches a composition comprising glucosamine hydrochloride and water (read 
herein as a liquid dosage form), in Column 4, lines 1-3. As water is a nutrient, the 
composition taught by Rovati teaches the instantly claimed invention. 

Applicant argues that Schleck fails to anticipate the instantly claimed invention 
because Schleck only teaches a composition that contains glucosamine sulfate metal 
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chloride. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but not found persuasive 
because Schleck teaches a composition comprising glucosamine hydrochloride and 
water (read herein as a liquid dosage form), in Column 3, lines 45-48. As water is a 
nutrient, the composition taught by Schleck teaches the instantly claimed invention. 

It is noted that the references do not teach that the composition can be used in 
the manners instantly claimed, however, the intended use of the claimed composition 
does not patentably distinguish the composition, perse, since such undisclosed use is 
inherent in the reference composition. With particular regard to instant Claims 18 
wherein Applicant directs the instantly claimed subject matter to a composition 
comprising a glucosamine component "wherein the glucosamine component is in an 
effective amount such that, when administered to a mammal, the nutraceutical 
composition is effective to improve fertility"; and, to instant Claims 48 and 49 wherein 
Applicant directs the instantly claimed subject matter to a composition, wherein the 
composition is provided to the mammal as a daily dose comprising claim designated 
amounts of a glucosamine component, the Office notes that claims drafted in terms of 
post use of a composition do not impart a patentable distinction between a claimed 
composition and its method of use thereof. In order to be limiting, the intended use 
must create a structural difference between the claimed composition and the prior art 
composition. In the instant case, the intended use does not create a structural 
difference; thus, the intended use is not limiting. 

Applicant argues that "an effective amount" places a functional limitation of the 
claimed composition and is determined in light of Applicant's application. Applicant 
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further argues, "In order to anticipate, a cited reference must disclose a range that is 
sufficiently specific." Applicant cites case law. Applicant's arguments have been fully 
considered but are neither persuasive nor commensurate in scope to the limitations of 
the instantly claimed invention. While the Examiner has interpreted the claims in light of 
the present specification, Applicant is reminded that limitations set forth in the 
specification cannot be read into the claims. Moreover, the claims, as presently drafted, 
fail to provide any limitations for a specific range of the ingredients comprising the 
instantly claimed composition. 

"[T]he discovery of a previously unappreciated property of a prior art composition, or 
of a scientific explanation for the prior art's functioning, does not render the old 
composition patentably new to the discoverer." Atlas Powder Co. v. Ireco Inc., 190 
F.3d 1342, 1347, 51 USPQ2d 1943, 1947 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Thus the claiming of a 
new use, new function or unknown property which is inherently present in the prior art 
does not necessarily make the claim patentable. In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252, 1254, 195 
USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977). See also MPEP § 2112.01 with regard to inherency 
and product-by-process claims. 

The references anticipate the claimed subject matter. 



Claims 18-21, 46-51, 57-59, 61 and 62, as amended, remain rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Watson et al. (C*). Applicant's arguments have 
been fully considered but found unpersuasive. The rejection remains the same for the 
reason set forth in the previous Office action and for the reason set forth below. 

Applicant's main argument is directed to the idea that Watson fails to teach the 
instantly claimed invention because the formulation taught by Watson incorporates N- 
acetyl glucosamine as a minority component. Applicant further argues that the Watson 
does not disclose that the N-acetyl glucosamine is in an effective amount to improve 
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fertility. Finally, Applicant argues that Watson does disclose that the N-acetyl 
glucosamine forms the base of the formulation with at least one nutrient component or 
that the N-acetyl glucosamine and any other component are in effective proportion and 
effective to improve fertility. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but 
found unpersuasive. For instance, Watson teaches a composition comprising from 
about 5 to about 20 weight percent of N-acetylglucosamine; a synbiotic mixture of 20 to 
about 60 weight percent of a probiotic (functional food component;) and 10 to about 50 
weight percent of fructooligosaccharides (functional food component, probiotic for 
bifidobacteria, thereby a prebiotic); and from about 15 to about 50 weight percent of 
glutamine (a nutrient, functional food component). As the composition taught by 
Watson, may comprise at least equal portions of N-acetyl glucosamine in relation to the 
other ingredients comprising the referenced composition, the N-acetyl glucosamine 
incorporated into the making of the Watson' formulation may form the base of the 
referenced composition. See Column 1, line 60 bridging Column 2, line 60. The 
composition taught by Watson can be mixed together and formulated into tablets or 
capsules; and may further contain filler. See Column 2, lines 61-67. 

It is noted that the reference does not teach that the composition can be used in 

i 

the manners instantly claimed, however, the intended use of the claimed composition 
does not patentably distinguish the composition, perse, since such undisclosed use is 
inherent in the reference composition. With particular regard to instant Claims 18 
wherein Applicant directs the instantly claimed subject matter to a composition 
comprising a glucosamine component "wherein the glucosamine component is in an 
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effective amount such that, when administered to a mammal, the nutraceutical 
composition is effective to improve fertility"; and, to instant Claims 48 and 49 wherein 
Applicant directs the instantly claimed subject matter to a composition, wherein the 
composition is provided to the mammal as a daily dose comprising claim designated 
amounts of a glucosamine component, the Office notes that claims drafted in terms of 
post use of a composition do not impart a patentable distinction between a claimed 
composition and its method of use thereof. In order to be limiting, the intended use 
must create a structural difference between the claimed composition and the prior art 
composition. In the instant case, the intended use does not create a structural 
difference; thus, the intended use is not limiting. 

"[T]he discovery of a previously unappreciated property of a prior art composition, or 
of a scientific explanation for the prior art's functioning, does not render the old 
composition patentably new to the discoverer." Atlas Powder Co. v. Ireco Inc., 190 
F.3d 1342, 1347, 51 USPQ2d 1943, 1947 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Thus the claiming of a 
new use, new function or unknown property which is inherently present in the prior art 
does not necessarily make the claim patentable. In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252, 1254, 195 
USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977). See also MPEP § 2112.01 with regard to inherency 
and product-by-process claims. 

The reference anticipates the claimed subject matter. 



Claims 18-21, 46-51, 53, 58, 61 and 62, as amended, remain rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Menard (D*). The rejection remains the same for 
the reason set,forth in the previous Office action and for the reason set forth below. 

Applicant argues that Menard fails to anticipate the instantly claimed invention 
because Menard discloses that the glucosamine is incorporated with linoleic acid and 
ascorbic acid over a broad range. Applicant also argues that the preferred embodiment 



Application/Control Number: 10/692,064 Page 10 

Art Unit: 1655 

indicates that the glucosamine is in equal contribution to the composition as linoleic 
acid. Applicant further argues that Menard does not disclose that the glucosamine 
comprising the referenced composition is in an effective amount to improve fertility or 
effective proportion as a base component with at least one nutrient component to 
improve fertility. Applicant's arguments have been found persuasive because Menard 
teaches a nutraceutical composition comprising glucosamine sulfate, ascorbic acid (a 
nutrient acid component) and linoleic acid, wherein the daily dose for delivery to a 
mammal comprises 1500 mg to about 2500 mg of the glucosamine component 
(glucosamine sulfate). See Column 5, lines 5-65. While Applicant may continue to 
argue that the Menard 1 composition does not incorporate glucosamine as a base 
component, given that the preferred embodiment teaches a composition comprising at 
least equal portions of glucosamine and linolenic acid, the composition taught by 
Menard comprises glucosamine as at least one base component. Moreover, the 
composition taught by Menard comprises the same daily dose amount of glucosamine 
as instantly claimed by Applicant as in effective amount to improve fertility (as set forth 
in the limitations of Claim 48). Therefore, the claim-designated functional effect of the 
glucosamine component comprising the Menard* composition is deemed to inherently 
improve fertility, when administered to a mammal, absent evidence to the contrary. 

It is also noted that the reference does not teach that the composition can be 
used in the manners instantly claimed, however, the intended use of the claimed 
composition does not patentably distinguish the composition, perse, since such 
undisclosed use is inherent in the reference composition. With particular regard to 
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instant Claims 18 wherein Applicant directs the instantly claimed subject matter to a 
composition comprising a glucosamine component "wherein the glucosamine 
component is in an effective amount such that, when administered to a mammal, the 
nutraceutical composition is effective to improve fertility"; and, to instant Claims 48 and 
49 wherein Applicant directs the instantly claimed subject matter to a composition, 
wherein the composition is provided to the mammal as a daily dose comprising claim 
designated amounts of a glucosamine component, the Office notes that claims drafted 
in terms of post use of a composition do not impart a patentable distinction between a 
claimed composition and its method of use thereof. In order to be limiting, the intended 
use must create a structural difference between the claimed composition and the prior 
art composition. In the instant case, the intended use does not create a structural 
difference; thus, the intended use is not limiting. 

"[T]he discovery of a previously unappreciated property of a prior art composition, or 
of a scientific explanation for the prior art's functioning, does not render the old 
composition patentably new to the discoverer." Atlas Powder Co. v. Ireco Inc., 190 
F.3d 1342, 1347, 51 USPQ2d 1943, 1947 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Thus the claiming of a 
new use, new function or unknown property which is inherently present in the prior art 
does not necessarily make the claim patentable. In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252, 1254, 195 
USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977). See also MPEP § 21 12.01 with regard to inherency 
and product-by-process claims. 

The reference anticipates the claimed subject matter. 

Claims 18, 21, 46-51, 53-56, 61 and 62, as amended, remain rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by D'Abramo (E*). Applicant's arguments have been 
fully considered but found unpersuasive. The rejection remains the same for the reason 
set forth in the previous Office action and for the reason set forth below. 
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Please note that the omission of Claims 50, 51 and 54-56 in the previous Office 
action was an obvious typographical error, given that the Examiner set forth the 
limitations of the instantly claimed invention repeated herein for convenience. 

Applicant's claimed invention of Claims 18, 21, 46-49, 58, 61 and 62 was set 

i 

forth above. Applicant further claims the composition of claim 51 , wherein said mineral 
component further comprises at least one mineral selected from the group consisting of 
zinc, boron, chromium, manganese, and combinations thereof; wherein said mineral 
acid component is further characterized as an amino acid chelate; wherein said vitamin 
further comprises at least one vitamin selected from the group consisting of biotin, 
thiamine HCL, folic acid, and combinations thereof. 

Applicant's main argument is directed to the idea that D'Abramo does not teach a 
nutraceutical composition because D'Abramo discloses a diet product for the culture of 
larval fish and crustaceans comprising glucosamine as a tiny fraction of the overall 
composition. Applicant also argues that the D'Abramo doses not disclose that the 
glucosamine is in effective amount to fertility or forms the base of the referenced 
composition with at least one nutrient component or any other component in effective 
proportion to improve fertility. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered. 
However, Applicant's arguments are not persuasive because D'Abramo teaches a 
composition comprising glucosamine; ascorbylpalmitate; a Vitamin premix including 
thiamine, folic acid, biotin and ascorbic acid (; a mineral premix including zinc and an 
amino acid chelate, e.g., magnesium oxide. Furthermore, while D'Abramo does not 
expressly teach the referenced composition as a nutraceutical composition, there is 
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nothing contained therein the composition taught by D'Abramo to preclude the use of 
the composition as a nutraceutical composition. 

It is also noted that the reference does not teach that the composition can be 
used in the manners instantly claimed, however, the intended use of the claimed 
composition does not patentably distinguish the composition, perse, since such 
undisclosed u^e is inherent in the reference composition. With particular regard to 
instant Claims 18 wherein Applicant directs the instantly claimed subject matter to a 
composition comprising a glucosamine component "wherein the glucosamine 
component is in an effective amount such that, when administered to a mammal, the 
nutraceutical composition is effective to improve fertility"; and, to instant Claims 48 and 
49 wherein Applicant directs the instantly claimed subject matter to a composition, 
wherein the composition is provided to the mammal as a daily dose comprising claim 
designated amounts of a glucosamine component, the Office notes that claims drafted 
in terms of post use of a composition do not impart a patentable distinction between a 
claimed composition and its method of use thereof. In order to be limiting, the intended 
use must create a structural difference between the claimed composition and the prior 
art composition. In the instant case, the intended use does not create a structural 
difference; thus, the intended use is not limiting. 

"[T]he discovery of a previously unappreciated property of a prior art composition, or 
of a scientific explanation for the prior art's functioning, does not render the old 
composition patentably new to the discoverer." Atlas Powder Co. v. Ireco Inc., 190 
F.3d 1342, 1347, 51 USPQ2d 1943, 1947 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Thus the claiming of a 
new use, new function or unknown property which is inherently present in the prior art 
does not necessarily make the claim patentable. In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252, 1254, 195 
USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977). See also MPEP § 2112.01 with regard to inherency 
and product-by-process claims. 
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The reference anticipates the claimed subject matter. 

Claims 18, 21, 46-53, 58 and 60-62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Meisner (F*). Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but found 
unpersuasive. The rejection remains the same for the reason set forth in the previous 
Office action and for the reason set forth below. 

Applicant argues that the composition taught by Meisner is ascorbic-based 
composition and that the composition can include glucosamine at 5-20% w/v). 
Applicant further argues that Meisner does not disclose a composition comprising a 
nutraceutical composition. Applicant further argues that Meisner does not teach 
disclose that the glucosamine is in an effective amount to improve fertility or that the 
glucosamine and any other component are in effective proportion and effective amount 
to improve fertility. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered. However, 
Applicant's arguments are not persuasive because Meisner does indeed teach a 
composition comprising glucosamine and a nutrient. For instance, Meisner teaches a 
composition, in solid dosage form or liquid dosage form, comprising at least about 10% 
of an ascorbic acid or an ascorbic acid comprising monodehydroascorbic acid, zinc, soy 
flour, and filler! See patent claims 1 , 3-6, 9, 15 and 16. As the patent claims provide for 
a composition comprising at least 10 of an ascorbic acid and 20% glucosamine, a 
composition comprising a glucosamine component and a nutrient are taught by 
Meisner. 

It is also noted that the reference does not teach that the composition can be 
used in the manners instantly claimed, however, the intended use of the claimed 
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composition does not patentably distinguish the composition, perse, since such 
undisclosed use is inherent in the reference composition. With particular regard to 
instant Claims 18 wherein Applicant directs the instantly claimed subject matter to a 
composition comprising a glucosamine component "wherein the glucosamine 
component is in an effective amount such that, when administered to a mammal, the 
nutraceutical composition is effective to improve fertility"; and, to instant Claims 48 and 
49 wherein Applicant directs the instantly claimed subject matter to a composition, 
wherein the composition is provided to the mammal as a daily dose comprising claim 
designated anrpunts of a glucosamine component, the Office notes that claims drafted 
in terms of post use of a composition do not impart a patentable distinction between a 
claimed composition and its method of use thereof. In order to be limiting, the intended 
use must create a structural difference between the claimed composition and the prior 
art composition. In the instant case, the intended use does not create a structural 
difference; thus, the intended use is not limiting. 

"[T]he discovery of a previously unappreciated property of a prior art composition, or 
of a scientific explanation for the prior art's functioning, does not render the old 
composition patentably new to the discoverer." Atlas Powder Co. v. Ireco Inc., 190 
F.3d 1342, 1347, 51 USPQ2d 1943, 1947 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Thus the claiming of a 
new use, new function or unknown property which is inherently present in the prior art 
does not necessarily make the claim patentable. In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252, 1254, 195 
USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977). See also MPEP § 2112.01 with regard to inherency 
and product-by-process claims. 

The reference anticipates the claimed subject matter. 



Claims 18, 20, 21 , 46-51 and 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Abe et al. (U). Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but 
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found unpersuasive. The rejection remains the same for the reason set forth in the 
previous Office action and for the reason set forth below. 

Applicant argues that the composition taught by Abe is not a nutraceutical 
composition. Applicant further argues that Abe does not disclose that the glucosamine 
is in an effective amount to improve fertility. Finally, Applicant argues that Abe fails to 
disclose that the glucosamine forms the base of a formulation with at least one nutrient 
component or that the glucosamine and any other component are in effective proportion 
and effective amount to improve fertility. Applicant's arguments have been thoroughly 
considered but found unpersuasive because Abe teaches a composition comprising 
copper N-succinyl glucosamate (a glucosamine component and a mineral/functional 
food componeht, that is copper), in aqueous solution (read herein as a nutrient 
component, given that water is a nutrient) liquid dosage form, which was administered 
to mammals for the induction of ovulation in dose amounts of 4 mg/kg/body weight to 10 
mg/kg/body weight. While Abe does not expressly teach the referenced composition as 
a nutraceutical composition, there is nothing in the composition taught by Abe to 
preclude the use of the composition as a nutraceutical composition. 

It is also noted that the reference does not teach that the composition can be 
used in each of the manners instantly claimed, however, the intended use of the 
claimed composition does not patentably distinguish the composition, perse, since such 

undisclosed use is inherent in the reference composition. With particular regard to 

t 

instant Claims 18 wherein Applicant directs the instantly claimed subject matter to a 
composition comprising a glucosamine component "wherein the glucosamine 
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component is in an effective amount such that, when administered to a mammal, the 
nutraceutical composition is effective to improve fertility"; and, to instant Claims 48 and 
49 wherein Applicant directs the instantly claimed subject matter to a composition, 
wherein the composition is provided to the mammal as a daily dose comprising claim 
designated amounts of a glucosamine component, the Office notes that claims drafted 
in terms of post use of a composition do not impart a patentable distinction between a 
claimed composition and its method of use thereof. In order to be limiting, the intended 
use must create a structural difference between the claimed composition and the prior 
art composition. In the instant case, the intended use does not create a structural 
difference; thus, the intended use is not limiting. 

"[T]he discovery of a previously unappreciated property of a prior art composition, or 
of a scientific explanation for the prior art's functioning, does not render the old 
composition patentably new to the discoverer." Atlas Powder Co. v. Ireco Inc., 190 
F.3d 1342, 1347, 51 USPQ2d 1943, 1947 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Thus the claiming of a 
new use, new function or unknown property which is inherently present in the prior art 
does not necessarily make the claim patentable. In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252, 1254, 195 
USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977). See also MPEP § 2112.01 with regard to inherency 
and product-by-process claims. 

The reference anticipates the claimed subject matter. 

No claims are allowed. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michele Flood whose telephone number is 571-272- 
0964. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:00 am - 3:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Terry McKelvey can be reached on 571-272-0775. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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